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D*£«nd«it'« ruponse to Pl«iatif£*8 potttion and Motion la not 
roaponalv* and, Inerodibly, n*ith*r elaias nor provea to have delivered 
to Plaintl££ all the Attorney Oaneral hlmelf aald wonld be made avail- 
able to Plaintiff and what thla ftonorable Court ordered to be glvm 
Plaintiff within aeven daya, Irag aince paat. Defendant doea not sake 
even pro foraa denial (aa indeed. Defendant cannot^lof having made 
entirely unrelieved written falae .atatementa to both Plaintiff and to 
this Honorable Court, aa abundantly and carefully documented in Plaintiff's 
Motion. Defendant alao falls to make even pro forma denial 
that Defmdant's false statements tmder oath to this Honorable Court 
constitute perjury, or that Defendant is in conteiwt of this Honorable 
Court. 




Hither or not eabodied in a fonutl, wiltten order, this Honorable 
(>ourt did, on August 12, 1970, direot and ordaiitcDefmdmt to deliver 
within a week what this Honorable (knurt said could be accomplished within 
minutes, naawly, a print of a certain picture, the negative of owhich is 
,and was In Defendant's poasessloa. At the tine this Honorable Court so 
ordered Oefendent, more than t&ee mbnthd had elapsed aince the Attorney 
®®®**^*^ ifTot# Flftlatlff thAt this vocild bA 4raA« DAfmiaaC inpocporatAd 
this letter in doeuawnta. filed la this action several times in several 
forms. 

Betettdant fails to dmy Plaintiff's chhrges that Defendant 

A) Did not, within the time specified, comply with the order of 
this Honorable Oourtt 

B> Has not given PUlatiff a copy of the cwlete picture to this 

6) 8as Bgyyr given Plaintiff a copy of the reverse side of the pic- 
ture in question, said reverse aide containing relevant information i 

D) itede a deUberately iadietinst print for Plaintiff, and that not 
from the Mgative in question. 

Defendant fails to deny eentanpt and to this day has failed 
to comply with tlM order of this Honorable Court, again with the lapse 
of more than three months. 



Plaintiff believas it is the duty and responsibility of Defendant, 
in p^ers filed with mad for the lafonDation and guidance of this Honor- 
toiwt, to be tru^&l, honeat mod eoaqilately forthright with this 
wnwnble Court and not to deceive It or mlsr^reeent to it. However, 
as Plaintiff earlier alleged, in thie pleading Defendant has again twlstad. 




distortad aad mls£*pr«««at«df on* faopsfally, being enough to 

llliMteete this. At the top of pe^ Defendant says, 

"Xtiere is, however, no order of this Court dated Au^st 12, 1970, 
and it Is clear fron plaintiff's pleading Itself that he has been 
given the requested file cover (plaintiff's petition, paragraph 69) 

«md the requested letter of assurance." 

Here Defendant pretwids two false things t 

l^t the verbal order of a Federal Judge Is sonathlng other than an 
order and has no sMaaing; and 

That there was no written order of August 19, 1970. 

However, there Is such an order of August 19, 1970. Its final 
paragraph reads: 

OBS9D9XD, ADJUDQQ) AMD DBCKSD) Chat Che defw^ant DepartsuoiC of Justice 
produce all docunents deaianded In Plaintiff *s eoaplalnt. including all 
documents which the Court on the 12tfa dav of Aueust. 1970. ordered said 
Department of Justice to produce within one week, (gi^basls added) 

Aside from the dec^tlon involved in pretending there was no order of 
August 12 and no order at all, there is tlM further laq^sition upon both 
this Honorable Court aad the Plaintiff in that even the second order was 
not eoBpliad with, as above and in Plaintiff's Petition aad Motion specified. 

Xn referring inconpletely to Plaintiff's paragraph 69, Defendant is 
careful to refrain from conraant upon or denial of Plaintiff's statement 
therein, that Defendant described the order of this Honorable Court (the 
same order Defm.daat here pretnads was never issued) as "bullshit”. To 
Plaintiff, who la not a laifrer, this would seam to be a conteaptuous state- 
mnt. Defendant does not deny saying it because Defendant did say it aad 
because Defoidant knows Plaintiff can prove Defendant made this derogatory 
comment reflecting on this Honorable Court aad its decision aad order. 

Moreover, in alleging and riqiresenting that "it is clear from plain- 
tiff's pleading that ha has been given the requutad file cover". Defendant 
deliberately distorts the cited paragraph aai its pui^ose, which is clear 
and was addressed to whether or not Defendant had complied with the said 
orddr, which had cxplzoddAugust 18, 1970. What this paragraph actually 
says of this order aad Defendant's failure to emply with it within the 
specified week, is this? . . not within the weiric ordered, which expired 
August 18, but, with all the great rush, August 21.” ("Great rush” here 
refers to Defe^ant's inspiration by the second order, that of August 19, 
1970.) This misused paragr«q>h 69 addresses whether or not in this aspect 
Defendmt is in contempt in not having coa^lled with the order of August 
12, something not dlsc^taraible in my reading or even reading between the 
lines of Defendant's response herein addressed and quoted from. 

Tiut quotation from Defendant's response is further deceptive and 
deliberately mlsr^ri»«ntatlve In saying that "It la clear from plaintiff's 
pleading that he has bMWt given ... the requested (emphasis added) letter 
of assurance." This ia false. 

From the first. Plaintiff iuui requested what he believes to be his 
right, especially in the light of dMi previously cited provislcms of the 
Attorney General's Msmeraadum and from the Attorney General's letter. 
Plainelff has requested a weaalagful assursnee froe whoever has the 
requisite first-hand knowledee aad can honestly and legally give such 




assuraac*, that Plaintiff was. In fact, given access to the entire file 
to question. Paragraph ik of Plaintiff's Petition and ^btioTa^resses 
jMt this point, toereto. Plaintiff sets forth that those have 
^ttw him that he has been givan access to the entire file, iriiich is 
what the order of this Hmiorable Court of August 19, 1970, also directs, 
have no way of knowing what the »tl^ file contains, therefore, they 
ci^tgive such assurance. In this context, Plaintiff prays this Honor- 
considwr this sentence of the cited paragraph: "Plaintiff 

l ike wise submits that the persistsot refusal of Defudant to permit any 
competent persMi with the requisite knowledge to make such a statttasnt 
at the very least leads to the susptoion that Plaintiff was not, in fact, 
glvma access to the entire file." 



(The inference that Plaintiff was not shown the e<»^lete file is 
stcttigthened by published contepporaneous eccounts of a larger number 
of pages and by the fact that, after exlscenee of the file was twice 
dmied and later the existence of notJtowcr than three such files to 
the Department of Justice alone be^jpgitf apparent, the file shown Plaintiff 
contained other than^rigtoal doetpiKits, such as unsigned affidavits.) 

TO this. Plaintiff here adds that, tdien "assurance" is given by those 
who OBdeviattogly lied to every dqeunsnt. irtwther to Plaintiff, to this 
Court, or to both, what reason is there to credit any "assurance" from 
them, especially when it is clear they are not to a position to provide 
such an assurance? Is it prudant to assume that they have suddenly seen 
tto path of trugh and henceforth will follow it? The pleading to which 
this responds, deceptive and selective as it is, does not so persuade. 

Vhen there is a cospetSnt person who can make a coapetent assurance, 
tes^ first-hand knowledge, why, indeed, does Defendant persist to 
having almost anyone else, to no ease anyeme to a position to kzu>w, iM ^ke 
this assurance" instead of the conpetent person? Can it be because, were 
such a coapetent person to provide such written assuraneq that also would 
^ to contempt of this Court by virtue of its being false? If Defendant 
has complied with the second order of this Court, which is that Plaintiff 
be given all Plaintiff sought to the Cosplatot, why should there be any 
reluctance for such assurance to be provided by eoi^>etent rather thanonly 
toeo^tent esployees? Korsover, Plaintiff believes be may not have been 
givm access to the cooplete file and Inre reiterates that he was not 
givn a copy of the reverse side Of the picture to question. In itself, 
this may w^Iain Defendant's reluctance. 

In st ea d , Defendant argues that toe "assurance", provided by "an 
Assistant Attorney Gnteral of the foited States", is, to Defendant's 
words, "platoly adequate". With toe cited record of undevUttog felae- 
h^ e^g from the same office, some eontatotog that signature also? 
with the superior of that Assistant Attorney Cmeral, the Deputy Attorney 
General himself having twlcq assured Plaintiff that the file did not even 
exist witoto tfae Department of Justice, whereas it did, and to diplicate? 
Dafendttit might better have provided the sii^le and ordinary thing Plaintiff 
seeks, a meaningful assurance from one who, with the requisite first-hand 
knowledge, cen honeetly stake it. Or. an explanation of why Defendant 
refuses to do this, to tha li^t of the Auguit 19, 1970, ord«^ of this 
Honorable Court. 



to toe cimtext of what Defendant does not deny, that Plaintiff was 
immediately told by Defandent thet Pletotiff would ESt ?>e given my such 
usurnee, consider what immediately fellows to the same paragriph quoted 
f«w Befeodtot's respoasej 





order earlier alleged not to have been issued by this court?) nor 
under the terms of the Public Inforaatioa Secticm of the Adainis- 
trative Prodedures Act, S U.S.Q. 552. 

Without such an assurance, hew is this Honorable Court to know that 
its order was honored and fully e3n|||gi¥^ For what other purpose does a 
Federal Court issue an order exeunt to have it followed, and that to the 
letter? Such an iwaaranee, it would seem, is indispensable to proving 
ccu^liance with this order. With the long and painful history of 
Defendant's untrue statements, including under oath, in this action - 
not dmied by Defendant • is this especially so. 

Contrary to tiie claim that Plaintiff did not file "points and 
authorities", and in connection with this point. Plaintiff did cite 
(paragraph 3l,) what he believes to be the relevant provisions of just 
this law. Among its requirements are "promptness" and "aediss". With- 
out such an asaurmica, how has either anv Plaintiff or any Court any 
way of knowing whether the lam or a court order is being coiq>lied with? 

Moreover, Defendant has issued instructions and interpretations of 
this law to all govemnwat agmocies. These certainly apply to Defsmdant, 
their author. Language therein used in other contexts is here quite 
relevant. It la clearly said that "Ivery effort should be aiade to avoid 
eneuadtering the applicant's oath with procedural obstacles" relating to 
"essentially internal Govemsmat problems" (page 24). That “the burden 
of proof is placed upon the agency'' els quoted from H. l^>t. 9 (page 28), 
for "A private citizen cannot be asked to prove that an agency has with- 
held information ioproplirly." The Attorney G«ieral himself, in his Fore- 
word (page iv), also said the burden of proof rests upon the Govemnumt. 
Uam, without ssuch an assurance £r<» one eon^etenc to make it, can a 
private eitiziut know whether or not he has been given access to «diat he 
sedcs under the law - all of it? 

Esther chan no more than a "comity'', such an assurance woulddseem 
to be a requirement of the law, of the applicable regulations, and as 
patt of full responsa to the order of this Honorabla Court. Without it, 
tha private citizen end the courts becosm the captives of what the ex- 
perianeed and foreaighted Praaidant, i:q>on signing this law, said shall 
not end may doadnate, "the deaire of public officials". 

Tbare is nothing but this "desire of public officials" to prevent 
such a pr<^er essuratMe as Plaintiff seeks, from the eonpetent official 

- with the firat-hand knowledge - «id now Plaintiff raspectfully requests, 
under oatdt. thare is no raason why it should not ba willingly offered if 
the orders of this Honorable Court were truly met. Ho reason at all, 
except arrogance, or the corrvq»tlve influence of unchallenged raw power 

- or the fact that it would not ba truthful. 

Plaintiff sulMsits tbnt, without atwh asauranca, tl» ordar of this 
and every other Federal Court under this law is without meaning and tha 
lew would ba as much a nullity as tha eoocts would be iiqpotant to give 
tt» lew meaning and citizens their rl^ts under it. 

For most of Plaintiff's Fetltion aid Mation Defendant has neither 
time xs>r words. There is, as aarlisr stated, no denial of tha alleged 
and proven falaificstion, misrapresentation, st^prassimt, withholding 
after both prosdae and order, or of the fact of or Intent to damaga 
Plaintiff and to interfars with hia rights oand his writij^. !niere is 
no rafertace at all to Plaintiff's Mstion for Belief snd what la jset 
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forth in it. Them i« no denial that rights intended to be guaranteed 
by this law wwre withheld In violatton of the law. There is no denial 
that irtiat was ordered gtv«x Plaintiff was not given him within the tiM 
set by this Honorable Court. There is no denial that ail of irtiat 
tiff seid:s in this instant action was not given him. There is no d m ial 
that Plaintiff, in response to the orders, was glvm neither a cleaiar 
picture nor the coqiplcte picture. lAiera is no denial Plaintiff was not 
given the information on the reverse side of this picture. B»re is no 
denial that excessive and unneeessaxy delays and obstacles were, l^rop- 
erly and Illegally, placed in Plaintiff's path. There is no dc^al that 
such ixKjrdinate delays were promised and guaranteed in the copying of 
the otihwr pictures Plaintiff requeated that Plaintiff was, effectively, 
the right to use this public information as he intended. 

Most conspicuously, there is no denial of Plaintiff's allegation 
that conteirot was conmitted, that psurjury was cos«lttad, that both were 
intwided. This Def«idant*B"atiswer" to a Petition to Show Cause why 
Defandsnt shoyld not be held in conteie^tl 

For none of these of Plaintiff *e ellegations did learned and experi- 
enced counsel for Def«idants have time or space, especially when one of 
them is alleged to have camaitted the perjury and, in addition, a col- 
league and a superior to have lied. 

This silence, this economy with words, was not to spare the time of 
this Honorable Court. 



In truth, the effort to answer a lie of two words may reqi^re tw 
pages or mare. Thus, papers filed by Defendant can be brief, whll* those 
required of Plaintiff imist be longer. 

But there was time for the prejudicial, the putter ly Irrelevant, 
imnateriai and incompetent, isq)roper, snide comeent, a subtlety of 
poAsonous intent. 

The second sentence of this "Opposltloif to Plaintiff's Petition Mid 
IfotlOTi begins, "Plaintiff, who ftUs this motion ££o sa^ although he wee 
represented by counsel in this case ...” This is not the only occastra 
on which the D^ertment of Justice has stooped to exactly this ktod of 
sneaky suggestion, it having done identically the same thing on Hoventoer 
16, 1970, when It was no less Irrelevant, inmaterlal and Incompetent and 
had no less an Isqiroper, ulterior purpose. 

Further, v>»at!-ing on DeiendanC'a purposes here is the fact that, al- 
thou^ acknowledging former counsel has no connection with tto c^mt 
matter. Defendant also served a copy of the Oppposltion to Plalnt«f s 
Petition and KOtion on Plaintiff's former counsel. Had a thoughtful 
courtesy been the IntMit - without the inherent suggestion, obvloMly 
without basis or warrant, of deviousnesa, if not fraud, by Plaintiff and 
former counsel - that cAuld have readily and more hamostly been accom- 
plished sliq?ly by mailing former counsel e copy. It did not require 
nervine the psqiers on him and eo reeoriing in them. 



followed the unkept promise by the Attorney Ceneral, pursuant 
to idiich Plaintiff, voluntarily, oCfer^ to move to dismiss his own ac- 
tion i^on cOT^llanee, h^penm! imlj. because O^endaat S2LJ««*P 
prmslse. despite filing it before this Honorable Ckiurt. Melther Pfointiff 
nofe bis ttum counsel anticipated rhat there was so little concern for or 
fixity to the pledged word of tte ^tomey General within his Depart- 
ment, nor that the Ds^tmsnt of Jtostlee would so arrogantly ignore the 
oni<^ of a Federal Court. SswSififiik ea fleintlff esplainod to thla 



HoQorabl. Court (paragraphs 7-9). said coonsal offarad to dev^a the 
time saved for hi« by the promised eoB^llanca in pursuit of other of 
Plaintiff’s interests, therein also specified. 

Defendant’s needless allusion, as though something imtoward were 
thereby »«><»£ hidden, to the fact that, whereas Plaintiff was earlier 
represented by professional counsel. Plaintiff here fiUd f;ro S &» 
pwtiwularly kar^utable because, in response to * 

Ihlm Court prior to the filing. Plaintiff was ^licit^ly 
he might do precisely this. Surely Defwidant does Mt wish to ^ to his 
failuM to amke even formal denial of or any kind of manly protest to 
Plaintiff’s serious charges sons elliptical suggesci<» ttot, because this 
Honorable Court, with peoper concern for Plaintiff s tights, tofor ^^ 
Plaintiff of then, there is sense kind of nefarious relationship between 
this Honorable Court and Plaintiff. 

Plaintiff herein acts oro se. sls^ly and not 23^ 

because he is without means. In the United States a litigant, at least 
in theory, is not without all his right* because he cannot pay counsel. 

S hold otherwise is to hold that justice and rights are for the wealthy 

only. 

Purthemore, as Defendant knows but did not disclose 
Court, thereby seeking to convey a prejudicial 

represents himself in other, similar litigation, Civil AetlOT Mo. 2569 70, 
and in other dealings with Defendant and agencies represented by and 
tAkins couhsaI e 

Horeover, prior to those developments snbs^uent to 
this instant action, Plaintiff went far out of his way to Inform Defendant, 
including in letters to the Attorney General hlreelf and to several sub- 
ordinates. Surely Plaintiff could not have been more open, bem more 
anxious to avoid further litigation in the instant matter, or have done 
more to enable Defendant to avoid p«d>lie embarrassment. 

Bracketed with this nasty Irrelevancy la the 01111^: that Plaintiff 
••has not supported this pleading by affidavits or other^se, nor has be 
filed points and authorities as required by the rules of this Court . 

If. in his ignorance of the practices and rules, Pltotlff hM erred, 
be did no xaore than repeat what liefendant DepartawiC of Justice did as 
counsel in PUlntiff's Civil Action Mo. 2301-70, 
affidavit was attached on filing. Plaintiff attacks h«eto his f 
davit attesting to tlw» more basic facts. In simplified form. 

If further affidavits are required. Plaintiff will supply t^. 

They will attest to the authenticity of all the quoted false statements 
written him by Def«daats and, if desired, all these wrlt^ lies, *^ 
of which, as Plaintiff’s Petition and Motion shws, a« 
of record in this ixistaat actim md are so cited. Ihey will inclurt 
other proofs of false statement, including ^atement under 

if Defendant la intent upon cid>arresalng himself Interit^ 

Plaintiff to file the Petltiwi end Motion. Plaintiff a pu^ao is not 
snd has not bom to MBbsrrass Defendant. It has bom ^ is to 
what is Plaintiff’s right md to seej^ 

the law snd with the orders of ^ 

with th# technicslltles or the prsotim of 
at this point, in tlw total absence of dmisl of ssx. 
serious allegstims, wbettor, iu fset, Defendmt does mt thereby sff^ 
the authmtieity end truthfulnees of the said serious allegaticms. »w- 
ever, whatevar relevmt affidavits - if my - Dsfendsnt wmts or feels 
.. axm^his xleht. ,Plolatlf£..will>.SBia»ljr.c..-^i.b:..:i,-,.*-.„.:^ L. 



___ 



Ctol«sa th«r« i« * apaclal wa nin g to "point* and a.uthoritias" 
dwiad Plaintiff bacauaa in lack* *kill in tha law, thl* claim by 
Dafandant ia £al*a. Plaintiff rapaatadly cited tba J"** J Jlf 
and relevant aubeactlona, citing tbaa by their proper , , 

md quoting then accurately. PUlntiff al*o cited the Attorney ■ 

Mawraaduaw thi* law. Plaintiff* a Petition and Motion begto* thi* 
wav (paragraph 2). It contain* nuaeroua aach apeclflc citation* (aa 
tn paragritoha 13* 51, 65, and In the cloaing prayer, on pa^a 11 and 
12 (three tiws) and <m page 13 (twice)). (Jhi* doea not . 

reference to Defendant'a violation* of and mlaquotation* of the law.) 

The claim of Defendant's ^Opposition" to Plaintiff** Petitiem for 
a Show Cause Order and Motion for Sellef (the Utter being antlypl x 
unreferrad to tharaU) ia that it ia *^lalnly without merit . Bather 
la it that Defendant** own avoidance* of fact and other evasion* ot 
^aponse, and failure to deny PUlntiff a proven alUgatiow and tacit 
^irmation of them* do, "plainly", q8taj>l,isk tbeir "merit . 

VHEKEFOBX, Plaintiff pray* thla Honorable Court to iaauc the 
petitioned Show Cause Order and grant the Motion for Belief. 

BennacCfullv aubCkitted. 



Harold Weisberg, pro ae 



CEKIlPICgn OT SBRVXCS 



1 hereby certify that I have served two coplea of tl» foregoing 
Plaintiff** Beapon** to Defendant** Oppoaitlon to Petitira to ^w 

Cause and Motion for Belief by mailing two coplea this Jjf, day of 

DeceadMir 1970 to 



Civil Division 

U. S. D^artmcnt of Justice 

Washington, D. C. 




